Appendix B

Documentation regarding Cumulative Watershed Effects Meeting
Agency Review of Bear Creek, Jordan Creek, Stitz Creek,
Freshwater Creek and Elk River.
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i __'.:*Caﬁ‘erata, George Iohnson, Erme Rohl J’ay Hams Hugh Scanlon (notes)

o _;..éxordan 'Creek—-CDF Hydrology (11 11
S _.Sm_.,_ Creek___WQ (4.27-97 and 11-20 97)

: --_-_ '_ "**::.'Freshwater”creek :":__CDF(lo-so 97)' CDF Hydrology_(lo-

s :_Elk vaer-—CDF (11 14-97) CDF Hydrology (12-

Q':Watershed review -:"ﬁ.':': i b R o
-+ Each watershed was reviewed and discussed by the group to develop a site Spemﬁc approach to
e addressmg cumulatwe eﬂ'ects zssues It was the consensus of the group that a{i ﬁve water ShEdS e
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e Debns. shdmz in Iarge volumes due to last y___' S storms. Ma;n_drmnasze aﬂd ezstern dramaoe

RN heavily mpacred by Shdmg and timber harvestmg' Historical a air photo review (1941 to 1988)

SR Humboidt Redwoods Sta.te Park. (unentered) is Vasdy dxﬁ'erenr |

o | :_'}. : Contermon by the Iandowner that shdmg is the resuit of' Iarge ramfhﬂ events and would 'occur
. regardless of enty. Pro;ecoon by Fails thar the same slide rat be , bt :

j':_-_": - out by air photo review. Mass ‘Wwasting prone areas tend tc
S _revrew smce mc:dence xs common to shd trails.

G Larger failures domg the bulk of the
o jaithough not. thoroughly mspected in'the field. Landmg edge failure v was a trigger, desmte

| tremendous increase in mass wasnng though time. Dlﬁ‘erence berween th.xs area and Buﬂ Cree‘c in

. slides and volume delivered is much greater. This appear_s_cons:sf '

damage seem 10 come from clearcot or heavy s on, he

L . apparent puﬂ-back effort. Preventmg the moal:faﬂure wil! stop the tnzgenne of other fa.ﬂures e ::',__

":-:._f'__'-j'(watercourse area - umer gerge)

: Hypothesxs on sﬂvrcultural eﬁ'ea related to tree cover mtercept' of ramfall a.llomng the metermg 5
. of hydrologic recharge, Absence of this cover may tend to create an effect of greater intensiry for
- landsliding. Root strength discussion, redwood assumed different from the research for Douglas- o

g root strength loss to sliding, but no research to support | this ﬁnamg Ca&‘erara poinrs out -

 should b

G ?f:._'ermer s work i in old growth dxe back of 5 O % w1th the assmnpnon that Young growth die back S
e Iess g e L

':'.Underi)nng' geoiogy, harvest actmty, and operanonal ummz.are combmed fecrors in der..nnmmg

 failure fikefihood. Discussion of clearcut on unstable areas. Tree retention for unstable ..reas is |

b h1 zhly recommendEd Quesnon.s regardmg ldemﬁcaucn of faﬂure potexmal

o Remew of records show 1997 as bexng the bxggest event on record for thrs dramasze _b:szger tha.u_ i

L 1964 based on mformanon ﬁ'om othe

- wiped out, instream structures are Iikely gone :

er nearby gauged watersheds,

o Habuat for fish s _Ennally eras oitat set back to almost zero lue for coho. Amount of o :;:-f:
. timber harvesnng, acres differ berween ageney"and Iandowner 's assessment.. Resreranon eﬁ'orrs L
dofno vaiue. Recovery needs to occur before e

s . additionat ; structures are hkely to heip. Aggradanon increase, stream temoera::ure xmpaer and it
o :: habxtat quahty degradauon Addmonal deposmon and mobxhzanon, is to be armczpated o i




2 : mv emory, mdd&ve{o;aapm roc

e Discus.swng:a; e ...
T Is-.the'_ﬁ'xzip asi __..on_ﬁﬂ:si_ﬂpé faﬁﬁ._fés al_id.big'iti_ékgf items mﬁmm"smmﬂnﬂﬂxmpamssue s

| uoresolved. The big fuiiures in this area from the past year seem to be related to harvest unts,

~ althoughnot verified, bur the majoriry of so overall are road related. Future practice protocols

| peedtobeacoepubie o the agences. Correion ofpast pracioes with  program for completing

 DFG concem that mo support can b given to plan approval untll some watercourse recovery

PosSlbleMlhgananAppmach_ o -
| Expeoationis as oulined infems (1 through 4) rom the WQ leter of 102397 as oted beow,

~ - Sufficiency, specificity, and eﬂfﬂfceablhtyofproposedmanagementprorocoz,workm e
| peomplihed, monitoring, and time frames to b reviewed and determized by the sgencies (WQ,
. DFG, CDF). Interim — No THP approval for projects within this area unil the WQrequremems
‘.- aremet New THPs which do nbt_:contéiz';-tﬁis_iﬁfqrm;ﬁq;i will not be considered to have an o
| equme cumlative watershed efeces analysis and faay mot be sccepred for Sling by CDF, Logal

. watershed tha identifies the sources '6f'seﬁiménﬂﬁai_;¢'¢ﬁﬁfbiﬁf¢d to theaggradauonofthm .
. watercourse and ltsmbutanesThesedmgmbudget should distinguish between sediment
' sources that are mar ement related 4n d conrollzble, 2o dsmmg!ﬂﬂmums e
B Subject to comrol. The sediment budget should analyze the effects of past and current and. =

- leciniques o timber harvest intensities that shall reduce the delivery of sediment to this
. asershed and its rfbutaries. The protocols for conducring the sediment budget and inventory
- e described in Appendix 20 of the draft PALCO Sustained Yield Plan/Habirat Conservation

- commrolling sediment delivery identified in the sediment budger and inventory. Any e




. ». A mpmronng prozram 10T this pzanmng wa:e':s_hed which: wxlI track the changes m stream 1 o
" ‘morphology, fishery habxr;' and water qua.hty'whﬂe_the sediment conrro_l sn’areay-:;s_ e
e 3_1m;31&mented in the watershe :

'-4;5:;}“&‘:“”13 Sche‘mie for e"e'OP tent _mpiemenranon:ofth sedunenri-budzet and control
- .-__:_:-_“gg-ategy andmomronng-p orard i nﬁe dmuems 1 2 m d3 above'-‘"' __




| anadromous fish passage is blocked by culven under Shively Road, which is under the jurisdiction

. Mitigation approach -

o muli-disciplinary ield eview conducted for this watershed.

. . ok then fail again. Expect limited activity inthis ares
 for the near fumure. Problems in this area are not isolated to Stitz Creek. Common throughout the
Shively Road area. Stitz Creek considered a restorable Class I, but is heavily aggraded and |

unty. Zero net discharge may not be appropriate for heavily impacte

erc

| Meooifcation of St Creek as a watesshed with adverse commsive impacts.

- A plaoning veshed scessnent ofthe oad nerwork sould b developed to oy which

- roads willbe needed for long-term manzgemear, and which omes may be abandoned (re

 graded, s and crossings pulled, replanring, ec.), The report should les doctmmeet




o Geolcmcaﬂy szmﬁar 0 Bear Creek Hisronca! air photog_ r

- fearures visible i in old potos, apparenrly, reactivated due to recent Ioggmz ’I'he !andowner __ :- -

U contends that the dra.mage would have beea sxmrlariy rmpacted by these fearures vnthcut entry o
' The geciogrsr disagress, behevmg the reduction in tree canopy would mcrease_the mcbﬂrzanon of

SR i these fearures. Increased actvity seems to have comczdentaﬂy resulted
S slidir 'Expansion of the road ; System appears ta have resuited in addmonai._

; :hz.rv est imo the inner gorge area sho’uid__be considered

i :__ Flood hxsrcry rewewed.‘-_Very degraded channel system. Application of ra.pzd sedrm budget_ls
— ‘apprcpnate Cancpy open, ﬁlamentous algae mdrcatcr of hmh sunhzht nputs. o

i 'Hns dramage also referenced mBen Kor S Ietter Contrcﬂable factors mcludmg tzmcer ha.rvesnng'_

‘:shdmg' : These slopes |

ct”a'.ppearﬁ'to have ma;cr stabﬂny problems until the extensive entries in th 19605 | Resmcted

e cannot cause any ﬁmher unpacts Recommended n:ems ( 1-4) are the same, but the same Ietter has i

ﬂOt bee:zsent. Sl i L C
'i“:'-f-’f';.'Severe hann aggradan P‘Iow

A Fisnenes enhancement work has not been mvested in thxs dramaze smce xt was ccmsrde
-.:..-.1mpactedyears'ago Lo

B Buﬂdmg upon the Bear Creek drscussmn.

o 'i'._j.i'Mmganon approach S

anne goes subsurface_m_-many t_b‘? PP
_pockets of habitat in bedrock areas with aggraded areas in berwe
of coho, steelhead, and Chinook, but the 2 is barely |

Inner gorge_ aﬁures could prompr uncur_:WI.PZ buﬂ'ers. et
d/orlvnder buﬁ'ers More unroaded than Bear Creek, per current air phctos ' LT

Expectation is as outlined in 1tems (I through 4) ﬁ-om e W 0/23/97 as noted. be!ow L

e Suﬁcxency, specxﬁcny, and enfcrceabxhty of proposed manaszement protocol work to be. - S
L 'a.cccmphshed, momtonng, and time frames to be reviewed and dete'rmmed_by the_:agencxes (WQ, T

‘ DFG, CDF). Interim — No THP approval for projects within this area
- are met. New, plans whxch do not contain this mformauon will not ‘be consic

th WQr CQWEments s b
ered to. havean SR

i adeQuaIe cumulative watershed effects analysxs and may nct be accepted for ﬁlmz bv CDF. -3 | o

. legal quesuon for CDF staﬂ' ccunsei =




1gel ' a1 between se_d;ment
rare management related and controllable, and sedxment ources thar _are mot:
ect t_o_ _control. The sediment budget should a.nalyze '

. .manarzemenr practices with the goal of developing ¢
techniques or timber harvest i intensities that shall reduce the delxvexy f
atershed and its triburaries. ‘The protocols for conduc:mg the s
are described in Appendix 20 of the draft PALCO S

laﬂﬂlﬂgWatershed. e

i :_'I__nommnng prczram far tlns plannmz watershed wbleh_will r_:raclc the
‘morphology, ﬁshery habitat, and water quahty'wh.lle _tli ' sedlme
nlemenred n the watershed. :

anadromous salmomcl habxtat m tlns P

5 e schedule for development and implementation of the sedxment
o suzregy and mcmronng prog'am zdennﬁed in 1tems l 2,' an




- unceain, but upslope land use i a facor. Road and skid trail fllres are 2 problen
- Thinoing vs. clearcut treatment is  question in landslide effect. Slope stability proble

L g‘mnonswmchremmmmcreasempeakﬂm described from latest Caspar Creek data Peak | |
+ aggradation from landsliding would be more likely to aggravate flooding. Size of peak flows —
- evaluated Lirtle River, Crannell. Precipitation records evaluated. Significant rainfall event in 1996.

~ Ewidespread channel aggradation occurred, some increased flooding would be expected b

slumps. The northeast portion appears to be more stable.
landslide complexes are mapped in the northeast portion of the
of shallow landslides appears to be lower than that seeninthe
high rainfall amounts and urban encroachment on the flood plain. |

emoval of large woody debris. High flows are transporting stored sediment into the lowest:
gradient areas, where it is depositing and in-filling. The relative amount ahove “natural” levels is

veral large, deep-seared ancient
- drainage. However, the incidence

 associated with roads & landings. Non-timberiand slide (house ste) also present which impacr

during winter 1996-97

watershed of this size would not be detectable a5 a result from clearcutting. Channel

o capmure the possble effects of harvesting. Urban impacrs on watercourse noted, Possble

. increasein bank full discharge resulting from riparian disruption. Sources of sediment canbe seen |

. from road construction and falures. Primary concerns for the residents is more an increase i

 stage, not fows, Measurement of thaiweg and cross-section needis fo be combined to assess ||

. reoem: sliding, possibly narural. Lack of large tree recruitment possible from past harvesting, both -

- chamnel conditon. ssue i more one of preventon t0 keep the condiions found inimpacted

! system. The tributaries should be evaluated separately. Material depositedin =




I HAYS LULLERIS LOF LS Watersnied and want to keep it from suffering additional significanr - LA
o adverse cumuiative i impacts. Pla.nmng should be ba_.s__ed ona plannmg___waxemhed approach. Road._-__ R
- and landslide inventory for the planning watershed. Monitoring station locations. Examine the L
~ flood piain smdies and evaiuate the degree of impact. Possible apphcauon of a “safe harbor” . e
|17 approach —stream Pprotections are based on the most conservarive approach. Disturbance Index_ N
R (DD) of 20 percent may be too high. Use other watersheds to calibrare the DI — if ¢ excessive
- impacts, thar DI threshold is 100 high. A concern is whether 2 cumularive impact exists in this
. watershed. There is consensus that a cumuiative effect exists, although much less than other
o dramages tatus ; may..change depenr.img tip n__resuits ﬁ'om proﬁle"measurements--

4 Dé?}éib'piﬁent of mtegra:ed tha.lweg and proﬁle comphance pomt momtormg stauons above i
i " and below thtIe Freshwazer Creek on the main stem of Freshwater Creek. Addxtzonal
o __5_upsrream momronng stanons may be needed m consultat:on _wnh the : agencxes

: 5 Use of the Dmm:-bance Index, or other-_szmﬂz: for
‘| watersheds, The index developed will be subject to cah'branon to determm_e wihat level of
N -_ acnvrty can be accepted and may be adjusted over time based_upon momtonngiresultsf -'

B }."6’.-_.:5'Avoxdance of Ingh risk | pracnces om Oct 15 to road on, reconstruction,
S or upgrading; tractor Operations; watercourse crosszng msra.!lanon, wet wearher use of: 'W_I.PZ
| roads, Ifhigh risk | practices are underta.ken, they sha.ﬂ be done under_the supemsmn _of an
. ” s mDmIUI'Ed byan RPF o S : S




o DMG-..-.;:.:'

. Possxb!e Mmgatmn Approach e .
oL Cu:mzlanve watershea eﬁ'ecrs eval

The watexshed has been rnapped by several investigators (Kelsey and Allwardt, __'-9_87;-.Kilbb'urr:'e';' SRR

1985(a), 1985(b); Kilbourne and Morrison, 1985) as underlain by yo , lightly deformed units.
. (Hookton Formation and Undifferentiated Wildcat Group) overiy:ng_muchi':older heavily deformed-_ G
. sedimentary rocks (Yager Formation and Central Belt of the Franciscan Complex).There have .~ = | |
- beea significant cumulative impacts fom past operations, especially in depositional are

. Conern's with sxgm.ﬁcanr cumrdanve adverse eﬁ‘ects ﬁndmg Thﬂf e wﬂl be delays m routmg -
e sedrmenr downszream. sznmcant upstream Stm'ag s ”

As THPs : ar _:subrmrred the ﬁ!ture mventoned sedxmen sources eqmvalent to the .
. percentage of watershed assessment area to be harvested should be mitigated in the comext 0

- the aF’F'ﬂ:!ved momtanng Pmm for the_ P lanning watershed.

4 Development of mtearated tha!weg and prcﬁl _ ph pomt momtormg stations above S |

~ and below the confluences of the North Fork Elk River and South Fork Elk River wrth the e

- main stem of Elk River. Addmonal upsrream momrormg stanons may be needed in L i
":'_._'consultanonvnththeagencres Sl S

o 5. Use af the stmrbance Index, or cther szm.dar measure, to be caIcuIaJ:ed for the planmng Lo
IR Watersheds The index developed will be subject to cah'branon to determine whar level of SRR
s _-: 'actmry can be accepted and may be ad;usred over t:me based upon momtnrmg resulrs _ BN i

6 Avoxdance of hrgh rxsk pracnees from Oct 15 to J'une 1 —_ road constructmn, reconstmcnon, S
Soer upgradmg, tractor operanons watercourse crossing mstaﬂatmn, wet weather use of WLPZ R
S roads. If high risk pracnces are undertaken, they sha!l be done under the supemszon of and
momtoredbyanRPF o S o

T 'I'he North Forlc Elk R.wer WLPZ hau! _ro_ad should not be used in the wmter permd unless it is e e
o surraced wnh matenal wmch does net penmt ﬁne sedxment to pump to the road surfa.ce o T




L Note Some sccnons c:overed w:th DOPE 30 addmve appeared tc hold up we.l dur'mg dry .
ST weather Unccrtam how it would thhsrand sxgmncant wmter truck traﬁc :
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